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A jury convicted defendant of first degree murder and attempted murder for
shootings that occurred when he was 16 years old. With enhancements, the trial court
sentenced defendant to 50 years to life on the murder count. On appeal, defendant
contends this sentence constitutes cruel and unusual punishment because it is the
functional equivalent of life without the possibility of parole (LWOP), and the trial court
imposed the sentence without first considering the youth-related factors articulated by the

United States Supreme Court in Miller v. Alabama (2012) 567 U.S. _ [132 S.Ct. 2455]

(Miller). In our original nonpublished opinion, we concluded Penal Code section 3051,1
which will grant defendant a youthful offender parole hearing during his 25th year of
incarceration, remedied any Miller violation.

The California Supreme Court granted review of our opinion and ordered briefing
deferred pending its decision in People v. Franklin, S217699. On May 26, 2016, the
court issued People v. Franklin (2016) 63 Cal.4th 261 (Franklin), which held that section
3051's provision of a youthful offender parole hearing mooted the juvenile defendant's
constitutional challenge to his sentence of 50 years to life by providing "a meaningful
opportunity for release during his 25th year of incarceration.”" (Franklin, at pp. 279-280.)
However, to ensure that the parole hearing provided the defendant with a meaningful
opportunity for release, the Franklin court remanded the case to the trial court for the
limited purpose of determining "whether [the defendant] was afforded sufficient

opportunity to make a record of information relevant to his eventual youth offender

1 Undesignated statutory references are to the Penal Code.
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parole hearing.” (Id. at p. 284.) The Supreme Court then transferred this appeal back to
this court with direction "to vacate [our] prior decision and reconsider the cause in light
of" this aspect of Franklin.

In light of Franklin, we vacate our original opinion; uphold defendant's sentence
because he has a meaningful opportunity for release during his 25th year of incarceration,
thus mooting his constitutional challenge; and remand the case to the trial for the limited
purpose of conducting a hearing at which the parties may "make a record of information
relevant to [defendant]'s eventual youth offender parole hearing.” (Franklin, supra, 63
Cal.4th at p. 284.)

In addition to challenging his sentence, defendant also challenges the sufficiency
of the evidence supporting the jury's finding that he committed the murder with
premeditation and deliberation, and asserts a variety of instructional errors. We reject
these contentions and affirm.

FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

A. Overview

On October 27, 2007, Ana and Rafael Nava hosted a family-oriented Halloween
party at their home near Dixon Lake in Escondido, California. The area was not known
for gang activity. One of the invited guests, Natalie Gonzalez, left the party and returned
later with a few friends, at least two of whom were gang members. Defendant, then 16,
was one of them. When Ana told Gonzalez's friends to leave because they were
disrespecting her house, a fight broke out and defendant shot two guests, killing one
(Carlos Estrada) and injuring the other (Rudy Garcia). The other gang member (Jaime

3



Reyes) stabbed Ana twice as Gonzalez's group fled. Defendant fled to Mexico and was
not extradited until 2013.

In July 2014, the People filed a three-count information charging defendant with
the murder of Estrada (count 1; § 187, subd. (a)), and the attempted murders of Garcia
and Ana (counts 2 and 3, respectively; 88 664, 187, subd. (a)). The information alleged
gang enhancements for all three counts (§ 186.22, subd. (b)(1)); firearm enhancements as
to counts 1 and 2 (88 12022.53, subds. (d) & (e)(1)); and a great-bodily-injury
enhancement as to count 2 (§ 12022.7, subd. (a)).

B. The Prosecution Case
1. The Eyewitnesses' Testimony

Ana and her then-husband Rafael hosted the Halloween party on October 27, 2007
(the Saturday before Halloween) at their Escondido home. Between 15 and 30 people
attended; most were in their 30's, wore costumes, and had young children.

Ana's "good friend" Gonzalez attended the party. Gonzalez left the Navas' party
around 8:00 p.m. to go to another party. She later called Ana to ask if she could return
with a few other people. Ana responded that it was a family party, but Gonzalez could
bring guests if she vouched for them.

Gonzalez returned to the Navas' party around 10:00 or 11:00 p.m. with a group of
four or five Latino males and females ranging in age from their teens to early 30's. The
group headed straight to the Navas' backyard, where other guests were convened.
Several of the Navas' guests thought the males in Gonzalez's group "looked like thugs"

and gang members. The oldest male (later identified as Reyes) appeared to be in his
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early 30's and was wearing a beanie on his shaved head. One of the younger males (later
identified as Jose Lopez) wore a gas mask and a gas mask-themed t-shirt. Defendant
wore a blue hat with a San Diego logo on his shaved head.

There was "tension” as soon as the new group arrived. One of the newcomers was
asking guests what they "claim," which one guest interpreted as referring to gang
affiliation. One of the Navas' daughters saw members of the group going into the
bathroom together, which she felt was disrespecting the house. Another guest, Moises
Ariza, saw the Navas' friend Estrada "bickering™ with someone (possibly a member of the
new group) in the backyard. Ariza went inside and whispered to Rafael about it as a
courtesy. The look on Rafael's face indicated to Ana and the daughter that he was
concerned. Rafael told Ana to stay inside, but she followed him to the backyard.

Meanwhile, Leticia Ramirez—who came to the party with Gonzalez, was Reyes's
girlfriend, and is Lopez's aunt—saw Reyes becoming upset. Ramirez knew that Reyes

and defendant were members of the "Diablos" criminal street gang, and that Reyes would

not tolerate disrespect.2 A man whom Reyes believed to be a member of the rival
"Westside" gang was giving him dirty looks, and Ramirez heard that people at the party
were saying the Diablos are "bitches.” Reyes approached the man, then returned and told
Ramirez there would not be any problems because children were present. Ramirez saw

the man speaking to other men and pointing toward Reyes.

2 Reyes and defendant are cousins. Reyes's gang moniker is "Big Ghost";
defendant'’s is "Little Ghost."



Between 10 and 20 minutes after Gonzalez's group first arrived at the party, Rafael
and Estrada approached them in the backyard. When Ana saw them argue and heard one
of the male newcomers say "Diablos™ in an "unfriendly" way, she approached the group
and said, "I don't know who the fuck you are, but I need you to get the fuck out of my

house. You are disrespecting my house.” She added, "Nobody claims here. Thisisa

family party." Reyes stood up and asked, "Who the fuck are you?"3 Ana replied, "This
is my house. | am the owner. You need to get the fuck out."”

A fistfight broke out, followed by four to eight rapid gunshots. Estrada was struck
by five bullets and was on the ground with blood "gushing out." Rafael's nephew, Rudy
Garcia, was also hit by a bullet. He got on his hands and knees and tried to comfort
Estrada, then began vomiting blood. As Ana and others fled down the side yard toward
the front of the house, Reyes pinned her against the wall, stabbed her twice in the breast
area, and ran off.

The three victims were transported to the hospital. Estrada died sometime after
midnight. Garcia underwent emergency surgery to treat wounds that would otherwise
have been fatal. Ana underwent surgery for a collapsed lung and fluid in her lungs,
conditions that could have been fatal without medical intervention.

Ramirez fled the party alone. When she reached the Navas' front yard, another of
her friends (who had been at the party and had fled) drove up and asked if she wanted a

ride. Ramirez accepted. As they drove off, Ramirez spoke by phone with Reyes,

3 Some witnesses identified the man in the gas mask (Lopez) as the person who
confronted Ana, while others said two men did.
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whereupon she directed her friend to drive a few blocks away to pick up defendant and
Reyes. Ramirez's friend had met up with her and three male members of her group
earlier that evening. He thought the three males looked like gang members. He
described defendant as wearing a blue baseball cap with an "SD" logo on it, and having a
tattoo of a written word on the back of his neck. Another was wearing a gas mask. The
friend identified defendant at trial.

When defendant and Reyes got in the car, they were sweaty and breathing heavily.
Ramirez directed her friend to Reyes's house. On the way, the friend heard Ramirez ask

defendant, "Was that a real gun?" Defendant responded, "No, don't worry about it. Don't

worry about it. It's not a real gun."4 The friend dropped the passengers at Reyes's house,

and never saw them again. Within a day or two, Reyes and Ramirez went to Tijuana;

Reyes left Ramirez there a few weeks later, and she has not seen him since.®

Ana and Garcia initially described the shooter to police as a male wearing a gas
mask. At trial, Ana testified she did not see who the shooter was, but said it was not the
male wearing the gas mask. She explained that she gave her conflicting initial
description to one of the first-responding police officers while lying on her garage floor

after having been stabbed. Similarly, Garcia testified at trial that he had no idea who the

4 At trial, Ramirez testified she did not remember this exchange with defendant, and
denied having ever told authorities about it. However, when confronted with a police
report memorializing the exchange, Ramirez acknowledged it probably did occur, but she
did not know why she would have asked defendant about the gun.

5 Ramirez was arrested and charged with being an accessory to the shooting, but the
charges were eventually dismissed.



shooter was, and explained that he gave his initial description to police at the hospital just
days after his surgery while he was on a morphine drip.

Two other trial witnesses identified defendant as the shooter. Moises Ariza
described the shooter as a Hispanic male, 52" to 5'5" tall, 16 to 19 years old, and wearing
a baseball cap and a gray sweater. Ariza did not see the gun, but heard "pops™ and saw
"muzzle fire" coming from the outstretched sleeve of a hoodie sweatshirt. The shooter
appeared to be pointing the gun at Estrada from about three or four feet away. Ariza said
the male wearing the gas mask was not the shooter.

The Navas' daughter's boyfriend testified he was at the party and had an
unobstructed view of the shooting from about 15 feet away. He said the argument ended
when he saw "sparks" coming from the shooter's hand. The boyfriend described the

shooter as a 17- or 18-year-old Latino or Mexican male wearing a San Diego Padres

baseball cap.6

Initial statements identifying the shooter as the male wearing a gas mask led police
to Lopez, who identified defendant as the shooter after being told witnesses had identified
Lopez as the shooter. Lopez said defendant was wearing a blue San Diego Padres
baseball cap on the night of the incident. Lopez identified defendant in a photographic

lineup and knew him by name as Reyes's cousin.

6 The boyfriend acknowledged on cross-examination that he initially told police he
thought the shooter was in his 20's. The boyfriend was unable to identify defendant in a
photographic lineup.



Lopez recanted at trial. He acknowledged he may have previously told police that
he saw a muzzle flash came from defendant's waistband, but denied it at trial and claimed
police pressured him into implicating defendant. He testified he was a dishonest person
and that he was under the influence of methamphetamine and alcohol on the day of the
incident. Lopez admitted he was currently incarcerated on other charges, and that he was
in protective custody out of concern that something might happen to him—such as being
beaten, stabbed, or killed—for testifying against a gang member.

2. The Gang Expert's Testimony

Escondido Police Detective Jeffrey Valdivia testified as an expert on gangs. He
described the Diablos as a territorial Hispanic gang in Escondido that meets the statutory
definition of a criminal street gang. Diablos gang graffiti was commonly "EVD" or
"VEVD" for "Varrio Esco Viejo Diablos." The Diablos' primary color is blue, and
members frequently wear San Diego Padres or Chargers baseball caps to reflect their
association with the San Diego region. The Westside gang is a rival of the Diablos.

Detective Valdivia explained the concept of "putting in work™ as committing
crimes for the benefit of the gang—the more violent the crime, the better, because gang
members equate violence with fear, which they further equate with respect. A gang
member who believes he has been disrespected will usually respond violently because a
loss of respect reflects poorly on both the gang and the member. Younger gang members
who want to put in work and increase their status in a gang will often carry a weapon

(and let fellow gang members know it) to indicate their willingness to be violent.



Gang members generally assume that any young Hispanic males are also gang
members, and will ask questions like, "Do you bang?" "Where you from?" or "What do
you claim?" to determine someone's gang affiliation. Gang members will generally
throw out a hand sign or shout the name of their gang just before or after an assault.

Defendant was a documented member of the Diablos. During one police contact
in 2006, he was wearing a blue Detroit Tigers baseball cap with the letter "D" on the front
(for "Diablos"). During another police contact in 2007, defendant had "Escondido"
tattooed on the back of his neck in old-English-type script. When he was arrested in
2013, the tattoo had been altered to that of a woman; the word Escondido was no longer
apparent.

In a hypothetical shooting similar to the facts of this case—with gang rivals
potentially present at the same party and the hostess disrespecting gang members by
telling them to "get the fuck out"—Detective Valdivia opined that a younger gang
member shooting the perceived rival would be a crime that was committed for the benefit
of and in association with the gang. The detective explained that if a gang member just
got up and left, he would be perceived as weak, particularly if the other gang members
knew he was armed with a gun and did not use it. The shooting in this scenario promoted
the gang because it reinforced the concepts of "fear and respect [that] are essential to the
existence and survival of the gang."

3. Defendant's Arrest and Extradition
United States Marshals received information about defendant staying in a small

town near Tecate, Mexico. A search of a house in that town yielded mail with
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defendant's name on it, and the words "Escondido” and "Diablos" were written on papers
and on a wall. Mexican authorities eventually apprehended defendant, and he was
extradited to the United States in 2013.
C. The Defense Case

Defendant presented two witnesses at trial: the patrol officer to whom Ana
initially described the shooter as a male wearing a gas mask, and the detective to whom
Garcia initially described the shooter as a male wearing a "gas-mask-type costume."

D. Jury Verdict and Sentencing

After hearing witness testimony over six court days, the jury deliberated for
approximately nine hours before returning its verdict. The jury found defendant guilty of
the first degree murder of Estrada, as alleged in count 1; guilty of the attempted murder
of Garcia, as alleged in count 2; and not guilty of the attempted murder of Ana, as alleged
in count 3. The jury found true the gang, firearm, and great-bodily-injury enhancements
alleged in connection with counts 1 and 2.

At the sentencing hearing, which we discuss in greater detail in part 1.D.2.a, post,
the trial court sentenced defendant to 50 years to life.

DISCUSSION
I. Defendant's Sentence Is Not Cruel and Unusual

Defendant, who was 16 years old when he committed his crimes (though 23 when
sentenced because he fled and was a fugitive in Mexico), contends his sentence of 50
years to life on the murder count is the functional equivalent of LWOP because he will

not be eligible for parole until he is 73—a year after his projected life expectancy. He
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argues the trial court's imposition of this sentence without considering the youth-related
factors articulated by the United States Supreme Court in Miller, supra, 132 S.Ct. 2455
renders the sentence cruel and/or unusual under the federal and state Constitutions.

The Attorney General counters that section 3051, subdivision (b)(3), which the
Legislature enacted in response to Miller and related cases, moots defendant's challenge
by granting him a parole hearing during his 25th year of incarceration, when he will be
only 48 years old. The Attorney General argues such a sentence "can no longer be
characterized as the functional equivalent of* LWOP and, thus, is constitutional.

In our original opinion (filed while Franklin was pending), we concluded section
3051 remedied any Miller violation. We reached that conclusion based, in large part, on
the United States Supreme Court's decision in Montgomery v. Louisiana (2016) _ U.S.
__[136 S.Ct. 718] (Montgomery)—issued while defendant's appeal was pending—which
held in a similar context that a state "may remedy a Miller violation by permitting
juvenile homicide offenders to be considered for parole" under statutes like section 3051.
(Montgomery, at p. 736.) The California Supreme Court then decided Franklin and
remanded this case for reconsideration in light thereof. We requested and received
supplemental briefing from the parties. After considering Franklin, we again affirm
defendant's sentence. However, we will remand the matter for further limited
proceedings as set forth below.

A. Overview of Juvenile Sentencing Principles

The Eighth Amendment to the United States Constitution provides: "EXxcessive
bail shall not be required, nor excessive fines imposed, nor cruel and unusual
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punishments inflicted.” This constitutional provision "guarantees individuals the right
not to be subjected to excessive sanctions.” (Roper v. Simmons (2005) 543 U.S. 551, 560

(Roper).) This right "flows from the basic ' "precept of justice that punishment for [a]
crime should be graduated and proportioned to [the] offense.” ' " (Ibid.) Article I,
section 17 of the California Constitution likewise proscribes "[c]ruel or unusual
punishment.” The United States Supreme Court and the California Supreme Court have
interpreted these provisions in the context of juvenile sentencing.

In Roper, the United States Supreme Court held that it is cruel and unusual
punishment to impose the death penalty on a defendant who committed a crime when
under the age of 18. (Roper, supra, 543 U.S. at p. 568.) The court explained there are
"[t]hree general differences between juveniles under 18 and adults [that] demonstrate that
juvenile offenders cannot with reliability be classified among the worst offenders.” (ld.
at p. 569.) First, "scientific and sociological studies . . . tend to confirm, '[a] lack of
maturity and an underdeveloped sense of responsibility are found in youth more often
than in adults and are more understandable among the young. These qualities often result
in impetuous and ill-considered actions and decisions.'" (Ibid.) Second, "juveniles are
more vulnerable or susceptible to negative influences and outside pressures, including
peer pressure." (Ibid.) Third, "the character of a juvenile is not as well formed as that of
an adult. The personality traits of juveniles are more transitory, less fixed." (ld. at p.

570.) The Roper court concluded that "[t]hese differences render suspect any conclusion

that a juvenile falls among the worst offenders.” (lbid.)
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In Graham v. Florida (2010) 560 U.S. 48 (Graham), the United States Supreme
Court extended Roper's rationale by holding that it is cruel and unusual punishment to
impose LWOP—" 'the second most severe penalty permitted by law' " (id. at p. 69)—on a
defendant who committed a nonhomicide offense while under the age of 18. (See id. at p.
74.) The court clarified, however, that "a [s]tate is not required to guarantee eventual
freedom to a juvenile offender convicted of a nonhomicide offense”; it need only "give
defendants . . . some meaningful opportunity to obtain release based on demonstrated
maturity and rehabilitation.” (I1d. at p. 75.)

Building on Roper and Graham, the United States Supreme Court held in Miller
that it is cruel and unusual punishment to impose mandatory LWOP on a juvenile
homicide offender. (Miller, supra, 132 S.Ct. at p. 2460.) This is so, the court explained,
because mandatory LWOP "precludes consideration of [a juvenile offender's]
chronological age and its hallmark features—among them, immaturity, impetuosity, and
failure to appreciate risks and consequences. It prevents taking into account the family
and home environment that surrounds him—and from which he cannot usually extricate
himself—no matter how brutal or dysfunctional. It neglects the circumstances of the
homicide offense, including the extent of his participation in the conduct and the way
familial and peer pressures may have affected him. Indeed, it ignores that he might have
been charged and convicted of a lesser offense if not for incompetencies associated with
youth—for example, his inability to deal with police officers or prosecutors (including on
a plea agreement) or his incapacity to assist his own attorneys. [Citations.] And finally,

this mandatory punishment disregards the possibility of rehabilitation even when the
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circumstances most suggest it." (Id. at p. 2468.) The Miller court elaborated: "[G]iven
all we have said in Roper, Graham, and this decision about children's diminished
culpability and heightened capacity for change, we think appropriate occasions for
sentencing juveniles to this harshest possible penalty will be uncommon. That is
especially so because of the great difficulty we noted in Roper and Graham of
distinguishing at this early age between 'the juvenile offender whose crime reflects
unfortunate yet transient immaturity, and the rare juvenile offender whose crime reflects
irreparable corruption.' [Citations.] Although we do not foreclose a sentencer's ability to
make that judgment in homicide cases, we require it to take into account how children are
different, and how those differences counsel against irrevocably sentencing them to a
lifetime in prison." (Id. at p. 2469.)

In People v. Caballero (2012) 55 Cal.4th 262 (Caballero), the California Supreme
Court applied the principles announced in Roper, Graham, and Miller and "conclude[d]
that sentencing a juvenile offender for a nonhomicide offense to a term of years with a
parole eligibility date that falls outside the juvenile offender's natural life expectancy"—a
so-called de facto or functional equivalent of an LWOP—"constitutes cruel and unusual
punishment in violation of the Eighth Amendment.” (Id. at p. 268, italics added.) The
court made clear that its holding applied only to nonhomicide offenses: "We leave
Miller's application in the homicide context to a case that poses the issue.” (Caballero,
supra, 55 Cal.4th at pp. 267-268, & 268, fn. 4.)

These cases provide clear rules for sentencing juveniles in most cases: (1) a

juvenile cannot be sentenced to capital punishment for any crime (see Roper, supra, 543
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U.S. at pp. 578-579); (2) a juvenile cannot be sentenced to LWOP or its functional
equivalent for nonhomicide offenses (see Graham, supra, 560 U.S. at p. 75; Caballero,
supra, 55 Cal.4th at p. 268); (3) a juvenile cannot be sentenced to mandatory LWOP,
even for a homicide (see Miller, supra, 132 S.Ct. at p. 2464); and (4) a juvenile may be

sentenced to LWOP for a homicide only if the court considers the " 'mitigating qualities
of youth' " and only imposes this sentence on those "rare juvenile offender[s] whose
crime[s] reflect[] irreparable corruption™ (id. at pp. 2467, 2469).

B. Senate Bill No. 260

In direct response to the developing case law on juvenile sentencing, the
Legislature passed Senate Bill No. 260, which became effective January 1, 2014. (Stats.
(2013) ch. 312, 8§ 4.) Senate Bill No. 260 added new sections 3051; 3046, subdivision
(c); and 4801, subdivision (c). (Franklin, supra, 63 Cal.4th at p. 276.) With certain
exceptions not applicable here, section 3051 provides an opportunity for a juvenile
offender to be released on parole irrespective of the sentence imposed by the trial court
by requiring the Board of Parole Hearings (Board) to conduct a "youth offender parole
hearing" on a set schedule depending on the length of the prisoner's sentence. As
relevant here, for a sentence of 25 years to life, the hearing will be held during the 25th
year of incarceration. (8§ 3051, subd. (b)(3).)

C. Franklin

In Franklin, supra, 63 Cal.4th 261, the California Supreme Court explored the
interplay between section 3051 and the prevailing case law governing juvenile
sentencing. The 16-year-old defendant in Franklin was convicted of first degree murder
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and sentenced to a mandatory term of 50 years to life for shooting and killing another
teenager. (Franklin, at p. 268.) He argued this was the functional equivalent of a
mandatory LWOP sentence because he would first become eligible for parole at age 66,
dooming him to "either die in prison or have the possibility of geriatric release.” (Id. at p.
276.)

The Franklin court answered the question left unresolved in Caballero by holding
that "a juvenile may not be sentenced to the functional equivalent of LWOP for a
homicide offense without the protections outlined in Miller." (Franklin, supra, 63
Cal.4th at p. 276.) But the court found no Miller violation. The court recognized that
"the Legislature passed Senate Bill No. 260 explicitly to bring juvenile sentencing into
conformity with Graham, Miller, and Caballero." (Franklin, at p. 277.) Indeed, Section
1 of the bill states: "The purpose of this act is to establish a parole eligibility mechanism
that provides a person serving a sentence for crimes that he or she committed as a
juvenile the opportunity to obtain release when he or she has shown that he or she has
been rehabilitated and gained maturity, in accordance with the decision of the California
Supreme Court in People v. Caballero[, supra,] 55 Cal.4th 262 and the decisions of the
United States Supreme Court in Graham[, supra,] 560 U.S. 48, and Miller[, supra, 132
S.Ct. 2455] . ... Itis the intent of the Legislature to create a process by which growth
and maturity of youthful offenders can be assessed and a meaningful opportunity for
release established.” (Stats. 2013, ch. 312, 8§ 1))

The Franklin court characterized the addition of section 3051 and its youth

offender parole hearing as "the heart of Senate Bill No. 260." (Franklin, supra, 63
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Cal.4th at p. 277.) The court reasoned that by providing such a hearing no later than
during a prisoner's 25th year of incarceration, "[t]he statute establishes what is, in the
Legislature's view, the appropriate time to determine whether a juvenile offender has
‘rehabilitated and gained maturity' (Stats. 2013, ch. 312, § 1) so that he or she may have ‘a
meaningful opportunity to obtain release' (8 3051, subd. (e))." (Id. at p. 278.)

The court explained how Senate Bill No. 260 ensured a juvenile offender would
have a meaningful opportunity to obtain release. The bill added section 4801,
subdivision (c), which, "[c]rucially, . . . requires the Board not just to consider but to 'give
great weight to the diminished culpability of juveniles as compared to adults, the
hallmark features of youth, and any subsequent growth and increased maturity of the
prisoner in accordance with relevant case law.'" (Franklin, supra, 63 Cal.4th at p. 277,
italics added.) Section 3051, subdivision (f)(1) provides that any psychological
evaluations "assessing growth and maturity" must take these factors into consideration
and be administered by licensed psychologists. Section 3051, subdivision (f)(2) provides
that "[flamily members, friends, school personnel, faith leaders, and representatives from
community-based organizations with knowledge about the individual before the crime or
his or her growth and maturity since the time of the crime may submit statements for
review by the [Board]."

The court concluded that by virtue of Senate Bill No. 260, the defendant was
"serving a life sentence that includes a meaningful opportunity for release during his 25th
year of incarceration. Such a sentence is neither LWOP nor its functional equivalent.

Because [the defendant] is not serving an LWOP sentence or its functional equivalent, no
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Miller claim arises here. The Legislature's enactment of Senate Bill No. 260 has
rendered moot [the defendant]'s challenge to his original sentence under Miller."
(Franklin, supra, 63 Cal.4th at pp. 279-280.)

Having concluded the defendant's Miller claim was moot, the Franklin court
expressed concern that, on the record before the court, the defendant might nonetheless
be deprived of a meaningful opportunity to obtain release. (Franklin, supra, 63 Cal.4th at
pp. 283-284.) The defendant's counsel did not receive a probation report until the
morning of the sentencing. (Id. at p. 282.) The trial court acknowledged such delay
would ordinarily warrant a continuance, but, because the defendant's sentence was
mandatory, the court proceeded with sentencing and allowed the defendant to submit
mitigation materials at a later date. (Ibid.) At a later hearing, defense counsel "raised
concerns about the record at his eventual parole hearing." (ld. at pp. 282-283.) The trial
court responded, " 'it sort of doesn't matter because the statute mandates the sentence
here. So there's no basis and occasion for any findings to be made on aggravation or

mitigation at all." " (1d. at p. 283.) Although the trial court received a mitigating
statement and a letter from the defendant's mother, "the court expressed 'misgiving' that
because of the mandatory sentences, '[a]t no point in the process is anyone, other than the
district attorney's office, ever able to really consider that this is a juvenile."" (lbid.)

On that record, the Franklin court determined it was "not clear whether [the

defendant] had sufficient opportunity to put on the record the kinds of information that

sections 3051 and 4801 deem relevant at a youth offender parole hearing.” (Franklin,
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supra, 63 Cal.4th at p. 284.) The court emphasized the need to obtain this information at
sentencing:

"In directing the Board to 'give great weight to the diminished
culpability of juveniles as compared to adults, the hallmark features
of youth, and any subsequent growth and increased maturity of the
prisoner' (8§ 4801, subd. (c)), the statutes also contemplate that
information regarding the juvenile offender's characteristics and
circumstances at the time of the offense will be available at a youth
offender parole hearing to facilitate the Board's consideration. For
example, section 3051, subdivision (f)(2) provides that '[flamily
members, friends, school personnel, faith leaders, and
representatives from community-based organizations with
knowledge about the individual before the crime . . . may submit
statements for review by the board." Assembling such statements
‘about the individual before the crime’ is typically a task more easily
done at or near the time of the juvenile's offense rather than decades
later when memories have faded, records may have been lost or
destroyed, or family or community members may have relocated or
passed away. [Citation.] In addition, section 3051, subdivision
(MH(2) provides that any ‘psychological evaluations and risk
assessment instruments' used by the Board in assessing growth and
maturity 'shall take into consideration . . . any subsequent growth
and increased maturity of the individual." Consideration of
'subsequent growth and increased maturity' implies the availability
of information about the offender when he was a juvenile." (ld. at
pp. 283-284, italics added.)

The court "remand[ed] the matter to the trial court for a determination of whether
[the defendant] was afforded sufficient opportunity to make a record of information
relevant to his eventual youth offender parole hearing." (Franklin, supra, 63 Cal.4th at p.
284.) The court explained the trial court's role on remand:

"If the trial court determines that [the defendant] did not have
sufficient opportunity, then the court may receive submissions and,
if appropriate, testimony . . .. [The defendant] may place on the
record any documents, evaluations, or testimony (subject to cross-
examination) that may be relevant at his eventual youth offender
parole hearing, and the prosecution likewise may put on the record
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any evidence that demonstrates the juvenile offender's culpability or

cognitive maturity, or otherwise bears on the influence of youth-

related factors. The goal of any such proceeding is to provide an

opportunity for the parties to make an accurate record of the juvenile

offender's characteristics and circumstances at the time of the

offense so that the Board, years later, may properly discharge its

obligation to 'give great weight to' youth-related factors (8 4801,

subd. (c)) in determining whether the offender is 'fit to rejoin society'

despite having committed a serious crime ‘while he was a child in

the eyes of the law' (Graham, supra, 560 U.S. atp. 79...)." (lbid.)

D. Application of Franklin to This Case
1. Defendant's Sentence
In his supplemental brief, defendant concedes, as he must, that Franklin moots his
constitutional challenge. Therefore, we affirm defendant's sentence of 50 years to life.
But as in Franklin, our inquiry does not end here.
2. Limited Remand
Defendant contends we should remand the case for "a new sentencing hearing, one

in which [defendant] is given the opportunity to present whatever pertinent factors might
exist that would assist the . . . Board in its section 3051 hearing upon [defendant]'s 25th
year of incarceration." The Attorney General counters that no such remand is required—
defendant "had the opportunity to present such evidence," but *may have failed to fully
avail himself of the opportunity, or he may have had nothing more to add.” While the
Attorney General's arguments are well-taken, we remand to comply with the California

Supreme Court's determination that a juvenile offender's sentencing hearing affords an

opportunity to create a record for use at the eventual youth offender parole hearing.
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a) Background

Defendant was sentenced on January 15, 2015—after Miller was decided and
section 3051 enacted, but before Franklin was decided.

In connection with the sentencing hearing, the probation officer submitted a pre-
sentencing report that set forth information regarding the offenses, the victims,
defendant's criminal and personal histories, and sentencing criteria and recommendations.
It also memorialized an interview with defendant. Defendant has two brothers and two
sisters; his parents are supportive and raised him "good"; and he has no family history of

criminality. Defendant completed the 11th grade, but dropped out so he could work to

support his young son.” Defendant denied any medical, psychological, or substance
abuse problems. He also denied any official gang affiliation. Defendant had only two
prior misdemeanors (carrying a concealed dirk or dagger, and gang graffiti). Defendant
did not express remorse for the shootings, but rather, claimed he was arrested based on
lies and because he is Mexican. The probation report recommended a sentence of 50
years to life on the murder count, and a 47-year sentence on the attempted murder count.
However, the probation officer recommended the sentences run concurrently because
"the defendant committed the offense[s] when he was a juvenile," and because the
sentence on the murder conviction “appears to be sufficient punishment for both crimes”

and "will allow the defendant an opportunity for parole at a reasonable time."

7 It appears the son was born when defendant was approximately 16.

22



Other than the probation report, neither the prosecution nor the defense submitted

any materials in connection with sentencing.8 After hearing from Carlos's surviving
relatives and from Garcia, the court heard argument from counsel. The prosecutor
referred to the Miller line of cases and to the fact that section 3051 would grant defendant
a parole hearing before he was 50 years old. However, the prosecutor acknowledged "the
uncertain . . . state of the law in sentencing juvenile defendants.” He further
acknowledged that although "[s]ociety accepts teenagers don't always make good
decisions," the probation report—prepared when defendant was 23 years old—gave "no
sense of contemplative reflection or retrospect in looking back at the 16-year-old" version
of defendant. The prosecutor further argued defendant's actions were not "necessarily
impetuous acts of a youth" who was "under the influence of an older individual®; rather,
"[h]e did this on his own. He took the initiative." The prosecutor noted defendant's
upbringing and lack of abuse, neglect, or psychological issues.

Defense counsel cited defendant's minimal criminal record and noted his loving,
supportive family was in attendance. He then argued that "the Miller case and its
progeny" required the court "to consider a juvenile's lessened culpability and greater
capacity for change." He asserted that a term of 50 years to life would deprive defendant

of a meaningful opportunity for parole. Defense counsel concluded by stating his

8 Defendant initially submitted a three-page letter directly to the court before the
hearing, but the court granted defense counsel's request to return the letter without
considering it. The letter is not in the appellate record.
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"position that . . . [section] 3051 . .. does not cure that issue. The court is required to
impose a constitutionally permissive sentence."

The court prefaced its comments by observing "[t]his is a very difficult
case . . . because the court cannot look at this as if it's just another adult committing a
crime and treating it as such. [{] On the other hand, . . . the court understands that
people who are 16 years old don't necessarily reach their full potential or make their best
decisions at that age." The court added, "It's clear that the law is changing with regards
to juveniles. What's not clear is how it applies to this case." The court explained it had
read Graham, Miller, Caballero, and People v. Gutierrez (2014) 58 Cal.4th 1354, but
concluded none squarely addressed defendant's circumstance. The court said, "l know of
no case which would indicate to the Court how it is to decide what the appropriate case is
to be, whether it would require 25 to life for the gun allegation, if the injury allegation
should run concurrent, if the court should pick something in between.” The court
observed, "Frankly, | have read the probation report, which doesn't cover in depth the
kind of information somebody would need to make that decision."

The court added: "On top of that, there is no definitive case at this point as to how
[section] 3051[, subdivision] (b)(3) is going to be viewed." The court recognized that
"[u]nder the current state of the law, [defendant] will have his first parole hearing within
25 years regardless of what the court sentences him to." But the court explained it would
not select a sentence "relying on that to make it compliant with the Eighth Amendment,

but it is a factor to be considered."
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The court then sentenced defendant to 50 years to life on the murder count,
consisting of a mandatory term of 25 years to life for the murder conviction and a
mandatory consecutive term of 25 years to life for personally discharging a firearm and
causing great bodily injury or death. (§ 12022.53, subd. (d).) The court observed, "At
this time, | do not find that to be a violation of the Eighth Amendment. | do not find
there to be any precedent. [{] Clearly, if the Court of Appeal[] or the [California]
Supreme Court or the United States Supreme Court [has] a different ruling, then it will be
sent back to this court, which will have to get additional information to make a different
decision following whatever guidelines are being given at that time."

As for the attempted murder count, the trial court selected the low term of five
years based on defendant's youth—which the court characterized as "a very strong factor
the court must consider"—and "no actual history of violence." The court added a
mandatory consecutive 10-year determinate term for the gang enhancement (8 186.22,
subd. (b)(1)) and a mandatory consecutive indeterminate term of 25 years to life for the
firearm enhancement (8 12022.53, subd. (d)). The court stayed an additional
enhancement (8§ 12022.7, subd. (a)) under section 654. The court elected to run
defendant's sentences concurrently in part because he "was a juvenile at the time this
incident occurred."

The court addressed defendant:

"I don't know if you are the same person who was 16 years old who
fired that gun. A lot of time has changed between now and then. [{]
| am talking to you now. | am also talking to you 10 years from

now. [] Pursuant to California law, you are going to have a parole
hearing within 25 years. You're going to have to decide how you
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wish to live the rest of your life. You're going to have to decide
whether or not you want to take responsibility for the damage you
have caused to the victims in this case, as well as your own family,
and how you are going to deal with that and how you're going to
make up for that, to the extent you possibly can. [{] How you
choose to live the rest of your life—you may not understand that
now. You may not care right now. But at some point in time, it's
going to sink in to you. You are going to have to make a choice
whether or not you want to go down a different path. [{] | hope you
make the right choice."”

b) Analysis

We recognize, as the Attorney General emphasizes, that the circumstances before
us are procedurally distinguishable from those that required remand in Franklin. Unlike
the Franklin defendant, Sanchez was sentenced after Miller was decided and after section
3051 took effect. Indeed, the trial court and counsel discussed these specific authorities
at the sentencing hearing. However, both the court and the prosecutor noted the uncertain
state of the law regarding juvenile sentencing—in particular, the import of section 3051.
Franklin resolved that uncertainty.

But just as Franklin recognized that the issuance of Miller and the enactment of
section 3051 "changed [the] legal landscape™ (Franklin, supra, 63 Cal.4th at p. 269), so
too did Franklin. Franklin placed newfound emphasis on the import of a sentencing
hearing as the primary mechanism for creating the record to be used at the eventual
youthful offender parole hearing. The court explained the Board can only "properly
discharge its obligation™ to " 'give great weight' " to the youth-related factors enunciated

in sections 3051, subdivision (f)(1)-(2) and section 4801, subdivision (c) if there is an

"accurate record of the juvenile offender's characteristics and circumstances at the time of
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the offense.” (Franklin, at p. 283-284.) The court stressed that creating such a record "is
typically a task more easily done at or near the time of the juvenile's offense rather than
decades later . ..." (Ibid.) Thus, the court concluded the defendant was entitled to an
opportunity to make a record at the sentencing hearing rather than at the eventual parole
hearing.

But as Justice Werdegar explains in her concurring and dissenting opinion in
Franklin, no express statutory provision "specifically authorizes" the "baseline hearing"
adopted by the Franklin majority. (Franklin, supra, 63 Cal.4th at p. 287 (conc. & dis.
opn. of Werdegar, J.).) Indeed, section 3051, subdivision (f)(2) provides that mitigating
witnesses "may submit statements for review by the [Board]," and subdivision (f)(1)
authorizes the Board to consider psychological evaluations "administered by licensed
psychologists employed by the [Board]." These provisions suggest the materials will be
submitted to the Board at the time of the youthful offender parole hearing, not at
sentencing. (See Franklin, at p. 289 (conc. & dis. opn. of Werdegar, J.).) Yet, the
Franklin majority announced a new rule entitling defendants to present such information
at the time of sentencing. The trial court and defendant cannot be faulted for failing to
anticipate this changed legal landscape.

The trial court's comments at the sentencing hearing further support our decision
to remand the matter. First, the court noted the probation report did not cover in depth
the kind of information somebody would need to make™ an appropriate sentencing

decision. Second, the court remarked on its inability to assess whether defendant had
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changed in the six years between his commission of the offenses and his sentencing; we
surmise that difficulty will only increase after 25 years of incarceration.

In short, Franklin made clear that a juvenile's sentencing hearing has newfound
significance in providing the Board with relevant information for an eventual youthful
offender parole hearing under section 3051. (Franklin, supra, 63 Cal.4th at pp. 283-284.)
This significance was not clear to the trial court or counsel at defendant's sentencing.
Therefore, out of an abundance of caution, we will remand this matter for the limited
purpose of allowing the parties to "make a record of information that will be relevant to
the Board as it fulfills its statutory obligations under sections 3051 and 4801." (Id. at pp.
286-287.)

I1. Sufficiency of Evidence Regarding Premeditation/Deliberation

Defendant challenges the sufficiency of the evidence supporting the jury's finding
of premeditation and deliberation underlying his conviction for first degree murder. He
asserts that because there was evidence of provocation and a physical altercation before
the shooting, the record supports, at most, a conviction for second degree murder. We
disagree.

"In reviewing a sufficiency of evidence claim, the reviewing court's role is a
limited one. ' "The proper test for determining a claim of insufficiency of evidence in a
criminal case is whether, on the entire record, a rational trier of fact could find the
defendant guilty beyond a reasonable doubt. [Citations.] On appeal, we must view the
evidence in the light most favorable to the People and must presume in support of the

judgment the existence of every fact the trier could reasonably deduce from the evidence.
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[Citation.]"'" (People v. Smith (2005) 37 Cal.4th 733, 738-739.) This standard is the
same regardless of whether the People rely primarily on circumstantial evidence. (See
People v. Bean (1988) 46 Cal.3d 919, 932.)

The crime of murder requires proof that the defendant killed a human being with
malice aforethought. (8 187, subd. (a).) Malice is shown "when there is manifested a
deliberate intention unlawfully to take away the life of a fellow creature." (8 188.) An
unlawful "willful, deliberate, and premeditated killing" is murder in the first degree.

(8 189.) " 'A verdict of deliberate and premeditated first degree murder requires more
than a showing of intent to kill . . . . "Deliberation" refers to careful weighing of
considerations in forming a course of action; "premeditation” means thought over in
advance. [Citations.] "The process of premeditation and deliberation does not require
any extended period of time. 'The true test is not the duration of time as much as it is the
extent of the reflection. Thoughts may follow each other with great rapidity and cold,
calculated judgment may be arrived at quickly." [Citations.]" '™ (People v. Young (2005)
34 Cal.4th 1149, 1182 (Young).)

In People v. Anderson (1968) 70 Cal.2d 15, 26-27, the California Supreme Court
"surveyed prior cases and developed guidelines to aid reviewing courts in assessing the
sufficiency of the evidence to sustain findings of premeditation and deliberation."
(Young, supra, 34 Cal.4th at pp. 1182-1183.) "The court identified three categories of
evidence pertinent to this analysis: planning, motive, and manner of killing." (ld. at p.
1183.) "With respect to these categories, the Anderson court stated: ' "Analysis of the

cases will show that this court sustains verdicts of first degree murder typically when
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there is evidence of all three types and otherwise requires at least extremely strong
evidence of [planning] or evidence of [motive] in conjunction with [evidence of] either
[planning] or [manner of killing]." " (Ibid.)

The California Supreme Court has also cautioned that " '[u]nreflective reliance on
Anderson for a definition of premeditation is inappropriate. The Anderson analysis was
intended as a framework to assist reviewing courts in assessing whether the evidence
supports an inference that the killing resulted from preexisting reflection and weighing of
considerations. It did not refashion the elements of first degree murder or alter the
substantive law of murder in any way.' [Citation.] In other words, the Anderson
guidelines are descriptive, not normative. "The Anderson factors, while helpful for
purposes of review, are not a sine qua non to finding first degree premeditated murder,
nor are they exclusive.'" (People v. Koontz (2002) 27 Cal.4th 1041, 1081.) Reviewing
courts "need not accord [the Anderson factors] any particular weight." (Young, supra, 34
Cal.4th at p. 1183.)

Considering the appellate record in its entirety and in light of the Anderson factors,
we conclude substantial evidence supports the jury's finding of premeditation and
deliberation. Regarding planning, defendant brought a loaded handgun to the party.
(See, e.g., People v. Villegas (2001) 92 Cal.App.4th 1217, 1222, 1224 [fact that gang
member was armed relevant to planning even though he did not expect to encounter his
victim—a rival gang member—on the day of the shooting]; People v. Ramos (2004) 121
Cal.App.4th 1194, 1208 [gang members arming themselves before party and parking

around corner relevant to planning].) Detective Valdivia testified that defendant's fellow
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gang member would have known defendant was armed and would have expected
defendant to use his weapon if anyone disrespected their gang. (See, e.g., Ramos, at p.
1208 [expert testimony that "gang members are expected to defend each other and shoot
anyone who disrespected a fellow member of the gang" relevant to planning].) Tension
arose as soon as defendant and his group arrived, made their gang affiliation known, and
suspected that associates of the rival Westside gang were present and were disrespecting
the Diablos. Yet, defendant, who was armed with a loaded handgun, remained at the
party for another 10 to 20 minutes before the shooting.

As to motive, we disagree with defendant's assertion that "there is virtually no
relevant evidence . . . apart from responding to the provocation of a fistfight." To the
contrary, the following evidence supports a finding that the shooting was gang-motivated:
(1) Detective Valdivia testified regarding the significance of respect in gang culture and
the personal (particularly to a younger gang member) and organizational motivations in
maintaining it; (2) the shooting occurred after defendant's group made their gang
affiliation known and suspected that rivals were disrespecting them; and (3) the shooting
occurred after someone in defendant's group said "Diablos" to Rafael and Estrada, which
Detective Valdivia said is a common gang practice. (See, e.g., Villegas, supra, 92
Cal.App.4th at p. 1224.)

Because we have found "evidence of [motive] in conjunction with [evidence
of] ... [planning],” we need not consider whether the "manner of killing™ further
supports the jury's finding of premeditation and deliberation. (See Young, supra, 34

Cal.4th at p. 1183.) We note, however, that some courts have found that firing multiple
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gunshots at a vital area of the body from close range, as occurred here, supports a finding
of premeditation and deliberation. (See, e.g., People v. Francisco (1994) 22 Cal.App.4th
1180, 1192; People v. Koontz, supra, 27 Cal.4th at p. 1082.)

I11. Instructing the Jury With CALCRIM No. 359 Regarding Corpus Delicti

Defendant asserts the trial court erred for two reasons by instructing the jury with
CALCRIM No. 359, which requires that a defendant's out-of-court statements be
corroborated when used to establish the corpus delicti, but not when offered to identify
the defendant as the perpetrator. First, defendant asserts the trial court should not have
given the instruction at all because it "requires that a defendant have made a confession
or admission indicating a crime had been committed, and in this case, no such statement
was made." Second, defendant asserts the trial court erred by "giving the jury a
confusing and conflicting instruction™ that "told the jury both that an accused . . . could
not be convicted by extrajudicial statements alone (i.e., the corpus delicti rule), but then
went on to say that [defendant's] identity as the perpetrator . . . could, in fact, be
established by his extrajudicial statement alone.” Neither argument is persuasive.

A. Overview of the Corpus Delicti Rule

"In every criminal trial, the prosecution must prove the corpus delicti, or the body
of the crime itself—i.e., the fact of injury, loss, or harm, and the existence of a criminal
agency as its cause. In California, it has traditionally been held, the prosecution cannot
satisfy this burden by relying exclusively upon the extrajudicial statements, confessions,
or admissions of the defendant.” (People v. Alvarez (2002) 27 Cal.4th 1161, 1168-1169
(Alvarez).) "Virtually all American jurisdictions have some form of rule against
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convictions for criminal conduct not proven except by the uncorroborated extrajudicial
statements of the accused.” (ld. at p. 1169.) "This rule is intended to ensure that one will
not be falsely convicted, by his or her untested words alone, of a crime that never
happened.” (Ibid.)

"The independent proof may be circumstantial and need not be beyond a
reasonable doubt, but is sufficient if it permits an inference of criminal conduct, even if a
noncriminal explanation is also plausible." (Alvarez, supra, 27 Cal.4th at p. 1171.)
"[O]nce the necessary quantum of independent evidence is present, the defendant's
extrajudicial statements may then be considered for their full value to strengthen the case
on all issues.” (lbid.)

"Whenever an accused's extrajudicial statements form part of the prosecution’s
evidence, the cases have additionally required the trial court to instruct sua sponte that a
finding of guilt cannot be predicated on the statements alone.” (Alvarez, supra, 27
Cal.4th at p. 1170.)

B. Background

During a discussion about jury instructions, the trial court informed counsel it
intended to instruct the jury regarding the corpus delicti rule based on Ramirez's friend's
testimony that Ramirez asked defendant, *Was that a real gun?", to which defendant
responded, "No, don't worry about it. Don't worry about it. It's not a real gun.”

Defense counsel objected, arguing the statement attributed to defendant "is so
minimal and vague and subject to so many interpretations, and, itself, is not even close to
being an admission or a confession to any crime having been committed, that to tell the
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jury that any other evidence that would be needed to corroborate it need only be slight is
just not accurate."

The trial court responded, "Well, it doesn't require that it be a confession. An
admission, by definition, is any statement offered against a party opponent. [] | believe
it's a correct statement of the law. | believe it tells the jury that that's a portion of the
evidence they can consider, but they can't convict him based upon that alone.” The court
concluded it had a sua sponte duty to instruct the jury regarding the corpus delicti rule,
and instructed the jury with the 2014 revision of CALCRIM No. 359 as follows:

"The defendant may not be convicted of any crime based on his out-
of-court statements alone. You may rely on the defendant's out-of-
court statements to convict him only if you first conclude that other
evidence shows that the charged crime or a lesser-included offense

was committed.

"That other evidence may be slight and need only be enough to
support a reasonable inference that a crime was committed.

"This requirement of other evidence does not apply to proving the
identity of the person who committed the crime and the degree of the
crime. If other evidence shows that the charged crime or a lesser
included offense was committed, the identity of the person who
committed it and the degree of the crime may be proved by the
defendant's statements alone.

"You may not convict the defendant unless the People have proved
his guilt beyond a reasonable doubt."

C. Trial Court Did Not Err in Instructing the Jury Regarding the Corpus Delicti Rule

Defendant contends the trial court should not have instructed the jury regarding
the corpus delicti rule because it applies only to confessions and admissions, whereas his

response to Ramirez denying the gun was real was exculpatory. In support, he purports
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to quote Alvarez for the proposition that the " ‘corpus delicti rule applies to both (1)

actual confessions or a defendant's admissions, and (2) preoffense statements of intent." "
This quote is not from Alvarez, but rather, from an unreported appellate decision that
cites and paraphrases Alvarez. (See People v. Fisk (May 25, 2007, No. A113509)
[nonpub. opn.].) As we quoted from Alvarez above, the corpus delicti rule provides that
"the prosecution cannot satisfy [its] burden [of proving the corpus delicti] by relying
exclusively upon the extrajudicial statements, confessions, or admissions of the
defendant.” (Alvarez, supra, 27 Cal.4th at p. 1169, original italics omitted, italics added.)
By listing "extrajudicial statements, confessions, or admissions" in disjunctive fashion,
we presume each—including "extrajudicial statements"—nhas its own separate meaning.
Thus, the corpus delicti rule is not as narrow as defendant suggests.

Even if the rule applies only to extrajudicial statements that are inculpatory (see
People v. Rivas (2013) 214 Cal.App.4th 1410, 1431 (Rivas)), defendant's statement here
Is inculpatory. In the context of the defense theory at trial that defendant was not the
shooter, evidence that Ramirez asked defendant (and not Reyes) a question about a gun
while they were fleeing a party at which a shooting had just occurred was suggestive that
defendant (and not Reyes) was the shooter, making defendant's response inculpatory.
That his response—though superficially exculpatory—yproved to be demonstrably false
likely further inculpated him in jurors' minds. Defendant acknowledges in his opening
brief that the jury likely drew this inference. Thus, even if the corpus delicti rule does not
apply to exculpatory statements, defendant's extrajudicial statement does not fall within

that exception.
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On this record, the trial court did not err in sua sponte instructing the jury on the
corpus delicti rule.

D. CALCRIM No. 359 Is Not Self-contradictory

Citing the Sixth District Court of Appeal's decision in Rivas, supra, 214
Cal.App.4th 1410, defendant argues the third paragraph of CALCRIM No. 359, regarding
the suspect's identity, was confusing and reduced the prosecution's burden of proof. The
Attorney General argues defendant forfeited this challenge by not objecting below on this
specific basis. We decline to declare a forfeiture. On the merits, we find no error.

The trial court in Rivas instructed the jury with a version of CALCRIM No. 359
that correctly recited the corpus delicti rule in the first two paragraphs, but then stated,
"The identity of the person who committed the crime [and the degree of the crime] may
be proved by the defendant's statement[s] alone.” (Rivas, supra, 214 Cal.App.4th at
1428, fn. 5.) The Rivas court held the "identity" paragraph "requires reconsideration"
because it "presents a risk of confounding the jury by telling jurors that a defendant's
inculpatory extrajudicial statements, taken alone, do not suffice to allow the jury to
convict the defendant of a charged crime—and yet those statements, again taken alone,
are entertainable to prove the defendant's 'identity [as] the person who committed the
crime' (CALCRIM No. 359, 3d par.), which to any juror can only mean the defendant's
identity as the perpetrator, i.e., the guilty party.” (Id. at p. 1429.) In so concluding, the

Rivas court distinguished this "identity" wording as "quite different” from that in CALJIC
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No. 2.72, which the California Supreme Court upheld in People v. Foster (2010) 50

Cal.4th 1301 (Foster).9 (Rivas, supra, 214 Cal.App.4th at p. 1429, fn. 8.)

However, in People v. Rosales (2014) 222 Cal.App.4th 1254, Division Five of the
Second District Court of Appeal reviewed the purpose of the corpus delicti rule,
disagreed with Rivas, and held the "identity" language in CALCRIM No. 359 was not
confusing. (Rosales, at pp. 1260-1261.) The Rosales court observed the instruction
"correctly states the law" regarding the distinct concepts of (1) the commission of a
crime, and (2) the identity of the perpetrator, and concluded "[t]here is no danger a jury
will be unable to separate the two rules any more than in CALJIC No. 2[.]72, which has
been approved by our Supreme Court in Foster." (Id. at pp. 1260, 1261.)

We need not decide whether Rivas or Rosales is the better-reasoned case because
the trial court here instructed the jury with a different version of CALCRIM No. 359 than
was used in those cases—a version that was revised in response to Rivas. (Judicial
Council of Cal., Crim. Jury Instns. (2015) Bench Notes to CALCRIM No. 359, p. 126.)
The version the trial court used here recites the corpus delicti rule in the first two
paragraphs, then explains the relationship between the corpus delicti and the identity of
the perpetrator as follows: "Th[e] requirement of other evidence does not apply to
proving the identity of the person who committed the crime and the degree of the crime.

If other evidence shows that the charged crime or a lesser included offense was

9 The jury in Foster was instructed that " ‘[t]he identity of the person who is alleged
to have committed a crime is not an element of the crime nor is the degree of the crime.
Such identity or degree of the crime may be established by an admission.'" (Foster,
supra, 50 Cal.4th at p. 1344, fn. 19, italics omitted.)
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committed, the identity of the person who committed it and the degree of the crime may
be proved by the defendant's statements alone.” This treatment of the distinct concepts of
the corpus delicti and the identity of the perpetrator is more akin to the version of
CALJIC No. 2.72 that our Supreme Court upheld in Foster than to the earlier revision of
CALCRIM No. 359 questioned in Rivas and upheld in Rosales. Accordingly, we
conclude the trial court properly instructed the jury regarding the law, and did so in a way
that was not likely to confuse jurors.

We likewise reject defendant's contention that CALCRIM No. 359 "lessened the
prosecutor's burden of proof." The Rivas court rejected a similar challenge, explaining
"the jury was told not to return any convictions that were not supported to its satisfaction
by proof beyond a reasonable doubt.” (Rivas, supra, 214 Cal.App.4th at p. 1431.)
Similarly here, the trial court instructed the jury via at least three separate instructions
that it could convict defendant only if it was convinced of his guilt beyond a reasonable
doubt. (See CALCRIM Nos. 220, 224, 359.) We presume the jury followed these
instructions. (See People v. Smith (2007) 40 Cal.4th 483, 517.)

IV. Jury Instructions Regarding Provocation

Defendant contends the trial court erred by instructing the jury only that an

objective standard of provocation applies to reduce murder to voluntary manslaughter,

without clarifying that a subjective standard of provocation applies to reduce first degree
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murder to second degree murder.10 He maintains this lack of clarification likely led the
jury to conclude erroneously that the objective standard also applied to reducing the
degree of murder. We disagree.

As relevant here, the trial court instructed the jury regarding homicide (CALCRIM
No. 500), malice aforethought (CALCRIM No. 520), the degrees of murder (CALCRIM

No. 521), provocation-based second degree murder (CALCRIM No. 522), and voluntary

manslaughter committed upon sudden quarrel or heat of passion (CALCRIM No. 570).11
More specifically, the trial court instructed the jury with CALCRIM No. 522 as

follows:

"Provocation may reduce a murder from first degree to second

degree and may reduce a murder to manslaughter. The weight and

significance of the provocation, if any, are for you to decide.

"If you conclude that the defendant committed murder but was

provoked, consider the provocation in deciding whether the crime

was first or second degree murder. Also, consider the provocation in

deciding whether the defendant committed murder or manslaughter.”

In CALCRIM No. 570, the trial court instructed the jury as follows regarding the

objective standard of provocation that applies to reduce murder to manslaughter:

10 We decline the Attorney General's request to find a forfeiture of this challenge
based on defense counsel's failure to object during trial. "If the trial court provided
misleading instructions to the jury, this error would affect the defendant's substantial
rights. (People v. Hernandez (2010) 183 Cal.App.4th 1327, 1331, fn. 2.)

11 The trial court also instructed the jury regarding voluntary manslaughter based on
imperfect self-defense (CALCRIM No. 571), attempted voluntary manslaughter based on
heat of passion (CALCRIM No. 603), attempted voluntary manslaughter based on
imperfect self-defense (CALCRIM No. 604), justifiable homicide based on self-defense
(CALCRIM No. 505), and the right to self-defense based on mutual combat (CALCRIM
No. 3471).
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"A killing that would otherwise be murder is reduced to voluntary
manslaughter if the defendant killed someone because of a sudden
quarrel or in the heat of passion.

"The defendant killed someone because of a sudden quarrel or in the
heat of passion if:

"1. The defendant was provoked,;

"2.  Asaresult of the provocation, the defendant acted rashly and
under the influence of intense emotion that obscured his/her
reasoning or judgment;

"AND

"3. The provocation would have caused a person of average
disposition to act rashly and without due deliberation, that is,
from passion rather than from judgment.

(... 171

"It is not enough that the defendant simply was provoked. The
defendant is not allowed to set up (his) own standard of conduct.
You must decide whether the defendant was provoked and whether
the provocation was sufficient. In deciding whether the provocation
was sufficient, consider whether a person of average disposition, in
the same situation and knowing the same facts, would have reacted
from passion rather than from judgment.”

In People v. Jones (2014) 223 Cal.App.4th 995 (Jones), the court rejected the

same argument defendant advances here.12 After discussing the instructions cited above,

the Jones court addressed the differing burdens associated with reducing the degrees of

murder compared with reducing murder to manslaughter:

Although Jones is directly on point, defendant did not address it in his opening
brief. He acknowledges in reply that "Jones addresses the same question raised here by
[defendant]."”
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"[A] subjective test applies to provocation as a basis to reduce
malice murder from the first to the second degree: it inquires
whether the defendant in fact committed the act because he was
provoked. The rationale is that provocation may negate the elements
of premeditation, deliberateness and willfulness that are required for
that degree of the crime. [Citation.] But more is required to reduce
malice murder to voluntary manslaughter. For that, an objective test
also applies: the provocation must be so great that, in the words of
CALCRIM No. 570, it ‘would have caused a person of average
disposition to act rashly and without due deliberation, that is, from
passion rather than from judgment.' " (Jones, supra, 223
Cal.App.4th at pp. 1000-1001.)

With these differing standards in mind, the Jones court concluded:

"[T]he instructions are correct. They accurately inform the jury
what is required for first degree murder, and that if the defendant's
action was in fact the result of provocation, that level of crime was
not committed. CALCRIM Nos. 521 and 522, taken together,
informed jurors that 'provocation (the arousal of emotions) can give
rise to a rash, impulsive decision, and this in turn shows no
premeditation and deliberation.' [Citation.] As the jury also was
instructed, a reduction of murder to voluntary manslaughter requires
more. It is here, and only here, that the jury is instructed that
provocation alone is not enough for the reduction; the provocation
must be sufficient to cause a person of average disposition in the
same situation, knowing the same facts, to have reacted from passion
rather than judgment.” (Jones, supra, 223 Cal.App.4th at p. 1001.)

We find Jones persuasive and dispositive of defendant's challenge. Consequently,
we conclude the trial court did not err.
V. No Instructional "Gap" Regarding Express Malice Second Degree Murder
Defendant contends the trial court erroneously instructed the jury by failing to
explain the concept of second degree murder with express malice, leading the jury to
believe that if defendant killed with express malice he could be guilty of only first degree

murder. He bases this argument on People v. Rogers (2006) 39 Cal.4th 826 (Rogers), in
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which the California Supreme Court found that the omission of CALJIC No. 8.30
regarding express malice second degree murder “created an obvious gap that was not
filled by any of the other instructions given." (Rogers, at p. 867.) We find Rogers
distinguishable, and conclude the jury was adequately instructed.

The trial court in Rogers "gave the jury the options of convicting defendant of first
degree murder, second degree murder, or voluntary manslaughter. It instructed the jury
on the elements of murder and on the principle that murder may be committed with either
express or implied malice. (CALJIC Nos. 8.10 and 8.11.) It explained that first degree
murder is a willful, deliberate, and premeditated killing. (CALJIC No. 8.20.)" (Rogers,
supra, 39 Cal.4th at p. 866.) The Rogers trial court also instructed regarding second

degree murder based on implied malice (CALJIC No. 8.31), but did not instruct on

second degree murder based on express malice (CALJIC No. 8.30).13 (See Rogers,
supra, at p. 866.) The California Supreme Court found error, noting:

"The jury could have concluded the emotional, impulsive nature of
the killing precluded a finding of premeditation and deliberation but
that defendant nevertheless intended to kill. Based on this evidence,
the trial court should have given CALJIC 8.30. Indeed, the trial
court did include references to both express malice and implied
malice in the definition of murder. Although it explained that
murder with implied malice is 'also' second degree murder, and that
implied malice does not require an intent to kill, it failed to explain
that a murder committed with express malice could constitute second
degree murder. The omission of CALJIC 8.30 created an obvious

13 CALJIC No. 8.30 explained that second degree murder also occurs when "there is
manifested an intention unlawfully to kill a human being but the evidence is insufficient
to establish deliberation and premeditation.” (See Rogers, supra, 39 Cal.4th at p. 866.)
The Rogers prosecutor initially requested this instruction, but later withdrew the request.
(Ibid.)
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gap in the instructions that was not filled by any of the other
instructions given." (Id. at p. 867.)

There was no similar instructional "gap"” here. CALCRIM No. 520 instructed the
jury that malice is an element of murder; malice can be either express or implied; the
defendant acted with express malice if he "unlawfully intended to kill"; and that if the
jury decides defendant is guilty of murder, it should find him guilty of second degree
murder unless the People have proved him guilty of first degree murder. This instruction,
standing alone, adequately informed the jury it could find defendant guilty of second
degree murder even if it found he acted with express malice.

The trial court's instruction regarding first degree murder reinforces our
conclusion. (See People v. Ramos (2008) 163 Cal.App.4th 1082, 1088 [reviewing court
considers jury instructions as a whole].) CALCRIM No. 521 explained that defendant is
guilty of first degree murder only if the jury finds he acted "willfully, deliberately, and
with premeditation.” Absent such a finding, the instruction explained the jury could only
find defendant guilty of second degree murder. In such case, CALCRIM No. 521
referred the jury back to CALCRIM No. 520 as follows: "The requirements for second
degree murder based on express or implied malice are explained in CALCRIM No. 520,
First or Second Degree Murder With Malice Aforethought.” This instruction makes clear
the jury was informed it could convict defendant of second degree murder based on an

express malice theory.
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DISPOSITION
Our opinion in this case filed March 10, 2016 is vacated. The judgment is
affirmed. We remand this matter to the superior court for the limited purpose of allowing
the parties to "make a record of information that will be relevant to the Board as it fulfills
its statutory obligations under sections 3051 and 4801." (Franklin, supra, 63 Cal.4th at

pp. 286-287.)

HALLER, J.

WE CONCUR:

HUFFMAN, Acting P. J.

AARON, J.
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